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Qualifications of Stephen R. Eckberg

My name is Stephen R. Eckberg. I am employed as a Utility Analyst with the Office of

Consumer Advocate (OCA), where I have worked since 2007. My business address is 21 S.

Fruit Street, Suite 18, Concord, New Hampshire 03301.

I earned a B.S. in Meteorology from the State University of New York at Oswego in

1978, and an M.S. in Statistics from the University of Southern Maine in 1994.

After receiving my M.S., I was employed as an analyst in the Boston office of Hagler

Bailly, mc, a consulting firm working with regulated utilities to perform evaluations of energy

efficiency and demand-side management programs.

From 2000 through 2003, I was employed at the NH Governor’s Office of Energy and

Community Services (now the Office of Energy and Planning) as the Director of the

Weatherization Assistance Program. More recently, I was employed at Belknap-Merrimack

Community Action Agency as the Statewide Program Administrator of the NH Electric

Assistance Program (EAP). In that capacity, I presented testimony before this Commission in

dockets related to the design, implementation and management of the EAP. I have also testified

before Committees of the New Hampshire Legislature on issues related to energy efficiency and

low income electric assistance.

In my position with the OCA, I have testified jointly with Kenneth E. Traum, Former

Assistant Consumer Advocate, in the following dockets:

• DG 08-048 Unitil Corporation and Northern Utilities, Inc. Joint Petition for

Approval of Stock Acquisition.

• DW 08-070 Lakes Region Water Company Petition for Financing and Step

Increases.



DE 12-262 2013-2014 CORE Energy Efficiency Pgms
Testimony of Eckberg

Attachment SRE-1

• DW 08-098 Aquarion Water Company of New Hampshire.

• DE 09-035 Public Service of New Hampshire Distribution Service Rate Case.

I have also entered (non-joint) testimony in:

• DT 07-027 Kearsarge Telephone Company, Wilton Telephone Company Hollis

Telephone Company and Merrimack County Telephone Company Petition for

Alternative Form of Regulation. Phase II and Phase III.

• DW 08-073 Pennichuck Water Works, Inc. Petition for Rate Increase.

• DW 08-070 Lakes Region Water Company Third Step Increase.

• DW 08-065 Hampstead Area Water Company Petition for Rate Increase.

• DE 09-170 2010 CORE Energy Efficiency Programs.

• DW 10-090 Pittsfield Aquaduct Company Petition for Rate Increase.

• DW 10-09 1 Pennichuck Water Works Petition for Rate Increase.

• DW 10-14 1 Lakes Region Water Petition for Rate Increase.

• DE 10-188 2011-2012 CORE and Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Programs.

• DE 12-292 PSNH 2013 Energy Service Rate.

I have attended regulatory training at New Mexico State University’s Center for Public

Utilities. I participate in committees of the National Association of State Consumer Advocates

(NASUCA) on behalf of the OCA. I am a member of the American Statistical Association.
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~ Public Service Public Service Company of New Hampshire
780 N. Commercial Streetof New Hampshire P.O. Box 330

Manchester, NH 03105-0330
(603) 669-4000
www.psnh.com

The Northeast Utilities System

October 12, 2012

Debra A. Howland
Executive Director and Secretary
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
21 South Fruit Street Suite 10
Concord, NH 03301

Re: RSA 125-0:5, Public Service Company of New Hampshire report on the
use of SBC funds for energy efficiency projects at PSNH facilities

Dear Secretary Howland:

As required in accordance with RSA 125-0:5, PSNH is submitting its report
detailing how unencumbered System Benefits Charge funds were used for cost-effective
energy efficiency projects at PSNH facilities. The Company’s last report filed September
23, 2010, reported on the transfer of $500,000 from the fund balance to the CORE
Programs fund balance for use on customer projects. This action was formally approved by
the Public Utilities Commission’. As noted in that report, after that transfer the fund
balance was $264,939. During 2010, an additional $238,330 was added to the fund leaving
a 2010 year-end balance of $503,269 available for future projects at Company facilities.

Although no projects were completed in 2010, six projects were completed in 2011
totaling $134,060. Descriptions of these projects are included in the attached report. Also
in 2011, an additional $230,791 was added to fund balance. While the unencumbered
funds in 2011 were actually higher, the amount added to the unencumbered funds balance
was limited $230,791 to comply with the maximum fund balance of $600,000. This
maximum balance restriction is in accordance with the “Settlement Agreement On PSNH
RSA 125-0 Issues” filed on July 13, 2010. As reported earlier in our June 1, 2012,
performance incentive submission, $600,000 was the fund balance starting January 2012.

Please let me know if you have any questions or require additional information.

Sincerely,

Gilbert E. Gelineau, Jr.
Manager Marketing Support

1 Docket No. DE 09-170, Order No. 25,099 (April 10, 2010) “Having said that, we commend PSNH’s shift of $500,000 of the

set-aside funds to its Core program budget to help make up the shortfall occasioned by SB 300.” Slip op. at 14.
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Public Service Public Service Company of New Hampshire
780 N. Commercial Streetof New Hampshire P.O. Box 330

Manchester, NH 03105-0330
(603) 669-4000
www.psnh.com

The Northeast Utilities System

October 12, 2012

Craig A. Wright
Acting Director, Air Resources Division
New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services
29 Hazen Drive, P0 Box 95
Concord, NH 03302-0095

Re: RSA 125-0:5, Public Service Company of New Hampshire report on the use of
SBC funds for energy efficiency projects at PSNH facilities

Dear Director Wright:

As required in accordance with RSA 125-0:5, PSNH is submitting its report
detailing how unencumbered System Benefits Charge funds were used for cost-effective
energy efficiency projects at PSNH facilities. The Company’s last report filed September
23, 2010, reported on the transfer of $500,000 from the fund balance to the CORE
Programs fund balance for use on customer projects. This action was formally approved by
the Public Utilities Commission’. As noted in that report, after that transfer the fund
balance was $264,939. During 2010, an additional $238,330 was added to the fund leaving
a 2010 year-end balance of $503,269 available for future projects at Company facilities.

Although no projects were completed in 2010, six projects were completed in 2011
totaling $134,060. Descriptions of these projects are included in the attached report. Also
in 2011, an additional $230,791 was added to fund balance. While the unencumbered
funds in 2011 were actually higher, the amount added to the unencumbered funds balance
was limited $230,791 to comply with the maximum fund balance of $600,000. This
maximum balance restriction is in accordance with the “Settlement Agreement On PSNH
RSA 125-0 Issues” filed on July 13, 2010. As reported earlier in our June 1, 2012,
performance incentive submission, $600,000 was the fund balance starting January 2012.

Please let me know if you have any questions or require additional information.

Sincerely,

Gilbert E. Gelineau, Jr.
Manager Marketing Support

‘Docket No. DE 09-170, Order No. 25,099 (April 10, 2010) “Having said that, we commend PSNH’s shift of $500000 of the
set-aside funds to its Core program budget to help make up the shortfall occasioned by SB 300.’ Slip op. at 14.



PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
REPORT ON THE USE OF SBC FUNDS FOR

ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROJECTS AT PSNH FACILITIES

Compliance Report for Calendar Year 2011

I. INTRODUCTION

The enabling language contained in New Hampshire statute RSA 125-0: 5 authorizes PSNH to
utilize a portion of the funds collected from the System Benefits Charge (SBC) to fund energy
efficiency projects and energy saving measures at Company facilities. The complete text of the
relevant statute is included below:

CHAPTER 125-0
MULTIPLE POLLUANT REDUCTION PROGRAM

Section 125-0: 5
125-0: 5 Energy Efficiency, Renewable Energy, and Conservation and Load Management Incentive.

I. In order to encourage energy efficiency, energy conservation, renewable energy, and the reduction
in local emissions which result, the integrated multi-pollutant strategy shall promote energy
efficiency and conservation through conservation and load management programs.

II. Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) may utilize SBC funds equivalent to the
unencumbered amount, if any, rolled over from the prior program year for energy efficiency
projects at facilities owned and operated by PSNH, provided that the company made a good faith
effort in the prior program year to meet the goals approved by the public utilities commission for
its core energy efficiency programs, and provided that the SBC funds used by PSNH shall not
exceed 2 percent of all SBC funds collected in the prior program year. PSNH may utilize these
funds to implement approved core energy efficiency initiatives or measures at PSNH’s facilities
that are cost effective and which enhance the efficient use of energy at PSNH facilities. Any
energy savings resulting from the use of these funds by PSNH at its facilities will not be included
in the calculation of PSNH’s energy efficiency program goals, any shareholder incentive, or any
other incentive program. In any year that PSNH utilizes SBC funds, PSNH shall submit a report
to the public utilities commission and the department detailing how these funds were utilized, and
will make the report available to interested parties. Any party may request that the public utilities
commission schedule a hearing to review these reports and the expenditure by PSNH of rolled
over SBC funds at its facilities.

Source. 2002, 130:2, eff. July 1,2002.2008, 182:10, eff. June 11,2008.

Although the statute was enacted in July 2002, PSNH did not select specific projects
at its facilities that would qualify for use of SBC funds to offset the cost of energy efficiency
improvements until calendar year 2006. Projects were completed and funds were used in
2006-2008 and in 2011 (no projects were completed in 2009 or 2010) for energy efficiency
investments at company facilities and the attached report will describe the projects for each
of the three calendar years as required.



III. SCREENING PROCESS AND SELECTION CRITERIA

In evaluating PSNH facility projects, the minimum criterion was that the project would have to
qualify for incentives had it been undertaken at a customer facility. However, PSNH choose to
go beyond this minimum threshold condition to ensure that projects with high energy savings for
the dollars invested were given priority. The following describes the process that was
established to ensure that high-value projects were identified and screened:

• PSNH undertook an assessment of itsfacilities to identify energy saving opportunities
and estimated costs. Twenty-seven projects were identified in the initial screening
process.

• The projects were then ranked based on the cost per kilowatt-hour saved.

• The facility audit results were then presented to the PSNH Capital Budget Review
Committee which meets monthly to review major capital projects. The Committee has
representation from all functional areas (e.g. customer operations, customer service,
energy delivery, generation, etc.). The Committee’s role was expanded to include cross-
functional review, oversight, and approval of SBC-funded energy saving projects. The
following criteria were considered when selecting projects:

• All else being equal, projects with a lower cost/kWh saved were given priority over those
with a higher cost/kWh saved.

• The cost to save a lifetime kWh must be less than or equal to 8 0/kWh.
NOTE: The Energy Service (ES) rate, which closely approximates the PSNH actual
costs to supply a kWh, was 9.13 0/kWh when this criterion was established. Use of this
criterion ensures that demand-side energy saving projects will be lower cost than their
supply-side alternative.

• Additional consideration is given to new construction and to projects located in facilities
undergoing renovations independent of the identified efficiency project.

2



IV. PSNH ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROJECT FUNDING

Table I below details the total available funding (set at a maximum of 2%) based on PSNH’s
actual kWh sales1.

Table 1
2008 ~ 20091 2010 2011

Beginning Balance $1,824,321 $764,939 $764,939 $503,269
+ 2% PSNH Set Aside $0 $238330 $230,791
:P~NH EE Projects (see Note 2) $1,059,382 $0 $0 $134060
- One-Time Transfer to CORE EE ~g ,~g $500,000

Year-End Fund Balance $764,939 $764,939 $503,269 $600,000

Note 1: h 2009, PSNH drd not transfer $275,699 in unecurthered funds for energy efficiency projects at PSt4-1 facilities.
Note 2: The $500,000 ~i PSNt-t R’ojects was actual~’ transferred to the 2010 CORE NH B’wrgy gficiency Rograms per a
February 19, 2010 filing recon~nding proposed budget changes and approved in Conmssion Order 25,099
issued April30, 2010.

IV. GOOD FAITH EFFORT

PSNH made a good faith effort to meet the goals approved by the Commission. As part of the
Core Energy Efficiency Programs filing and proceedings, PSNH projected certain goals in the
various programs for the number of customers served, number of rebates (Small Commercial
and Industrial) or rebate dollars (residential lighting) distributed or the amount of funds invested
in new construction or retrofit programs (Large Commercial and Industrial). PSNH substantially
met or exceeded these goals. PSNH also exceeded the projected cost/benefits of the services
provided to both the residential and nonresidential sectors in each of the years as well as the
projected lifetime kilowatt-hour savings for each of these two customer sectors. Due to PSNH’s
ability to complete energy efficiency projects at a cost below those estimated in the initial filings,
there were unencumbered funds in some program years.

Table 2 lists all of the projects completed at PSNH facilities which utilized SBC funding in 2011.
Each of these projects is described in more detail in sections 1 through 6 of this report.

Table 2
Project

No. Project Location and Description Cost

I Berlin AWC - Lighting $29,967.00
2 Chocorua AWC - Lighting $22,055.00
3 Lancaster AWC - Lighting $21,991.00
4 Milford AWC - Lighting $17,100.00
5 Schiller Station - Lighting $28,170.16
6 1250 Hooksett Rd - Lighting + HVAC $14,777.00

TOTAL $134,060.16

I The 2% was only available if there was a sufficient unspent balance at the end of the program year.

3



V. SUMMARY

As of the beginning of 2011, a total of $503,269 of unencumbered funds was available for
investment in beneficial energy efficiency projects at PSNH facilities in 2011. Based on 2011
year-end results, the additional 2% funding was calculated to be $230,791 (the actual amount
was $256,338 but was reduced to comply with the $600,000 cap). PSNH completed six
projects in 2011 totaling $134,060, leaving a year-end balance of $600,000 going into 2012.

These projects provide a way for customers who do not participate in the CORE Programs to
benefit from cost-effective investment of SBC funds. The energy savings that will accrue from
these projects reduce the amount of energy that is considered PSNH “company use” — a benefit
which flows to PSNH customers through the Energy Service rate. The following sections more
fully describe the specific energy efficiency projects that were completed.

4



1. Berlin Area Work Center
68 Jericho Road, Berlin, NH

Description:

The Berlin Area Work Center consists of offices, a conference room and a lunchroom in the
office section of the building. There are three garage areas that include a line truck garage, a
maintenance repair garage and a leased garage. New high efficiency T8 fixtures with reduced
wattage lamp and ballast systems replaced the facility’s existing lighting. The existing lighting
fixtures were +1- 25 year old T8 32W fluorescent fixtures with prismatic lenses that were in some
cases cracked, yellowing and provided inadequate lighting in the office area. The existing
lighting in the garage consisted of 250W and 400W Metal Halide fixtures.

The project scope completed in February of 2011 included replacement of all the existing
lighting in the facility as follows:

• Installed a total of 184 new high efficient T8 fixtures with reduced wattage 28W lamp and
ballast systems. This included replacing the 250W and 400W metal halide fixtures in the
garage areas with high efficient low bay T8 fluorescent fixtures.

• Installed 45 occupancy sensors in various locations throughout the building.
• installed new LED exit signs to replace the incandescent exit signs.

I Project Cost Lifetime kWh Cost I Lifetime~ Savings kWh Savings

I $29,967 679,627 $0.044

Project Timeline:

This project was reviewed by PSNH’s Capital Budget Review committee and completed in
February of 2011. The project has a simple payback of 5.3 years.

Benefits:

• Greatly reduced energy used for lighting
Increased light levels

• Improved lighting quality
• Lower maintenance costs
• Reduced wattage 28W T8 lamps used throughout the building
• Annual energy savings of 52,279 kWh

6
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